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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

1 . The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p) because the 
numbers and letters of FIG. 1, FIG. 2, FIG. 3, FIG. 4a and FIG. 6 are not legible and the numbers 
and letters of FIG. 1, FIG. 2, FIG. 3, FIG. 4a and FIG. 6 are not uniform, clean and well defined. 
A proposed drawing correction or corrected drawings are required in reply to the Office action to 
avoid abandonment of the application. The objection to the drawings will not be held in 
abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claim 1-3 and 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Asahi 
(U.S. Patent 6,704,508 Bl). 

Regarding claims 1 and 21, Asahi discloses in FIG. 1 a conventional optical crossconnect 
with monitoring capability. FIG. 1 comprises a plurality of spatially-separated channels 701-1 
through 701-n, each of which carries information, a plurality of modulator 709-1 through 709-n, 
and supervisory signal generating means 710-1 through 710-n for modulating the data with a 
carrier identifier. 
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Regarding claims 2 and 22, Asahi teaches in FIG. 24 that the spatially-separated channels 
are demultiplexed from a WDM signal via a demultiplexer. 

Regarding claim 3, Asahi teaches in FIG. 24 multiplexer for multiplexing the spatully- 
separated channels into WDM signal. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-3, 7-17, 21-22 and 26-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Trisnadi et al. (U.S. Patent 7,054,515 Bl) in view of Heismann et al. (F. 
Heismann et al., "Signal Tracking and Performance Monitoring in Multi- Wavelength Optical 
Networks", ECOC96, 1996). 

Regarding claims 1,21 and 28, Trisnadi et al. teaches in FIG. 5 a power equalization 
system for WDM signal. FIG. 5 comprises a plurality of spatially-separated channel 
demultiplexed by demultiplexer 420, a plurality of modulator 435 (FIG. 6 A shows that the 
modulator 435 comprises a plurality of elongated elements 502 which act as modulators) and a 
electronics 455 for modulating the spatially-separated channels. The difference between 
Trisnadi et al. and the claimed invention is that Trisnadi et al. does not teach modulating with a 
carrier identifier. Heismann et al. teaches in FIG. 1 to use pilot tone for tagging wavelength 
channels so that they can be tracked and monitored in an optical network. One of ordinary skill 
in the art would have been motivated to combine the teaching of Heismann et al. with the power 
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equalization system of Trisnadi et al. because tagging wavelength channels with low-frequency 
pilot tones allows monitoring the channels without converting the high-speed information data 
into electrical signals. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to tag wavelength channels with pilot tones, as taught by Heismann 
et al., in the power equalization system of Trisnadi et al. because tagging wavelength channels 
with low- frequency pilot tones allows monitoring the channels without converting the high- 
speed information data into electrical signals. 

Regarding claims 2, 22 and 29, Trisnadi et al. teaches in FIG. 5 demultiplexer 420. 

Regarding claims 3 and 30, Trisnadi et al. teaches in FIG. 5 to multiplexed the reflected 
spatially-separated channels with the multiplexer 420 to form a second WDM signal S2. 

Regarding claims 7 and 26, Trisnadi et al. teaches in FIG. 5 diffraction grating elements 
as modulators. 

Regarding claims 8, 27 and 31, Trisnadi et al. teaches dynamic channel equalizing using 
the modulator 435. 

Regarding claims 9-12, it is obvious to select one or more wavelength channel for 
tagging. A selected wavelength to be tagged would be modulated with a low-frequency pilot 
tone while wavelength channels that are not being tagged would be modulated with a DC 
component based on the equalization need. 

Regarding claim 13, Trisnadi et al. teaches in FIG. 5 demultiplexer 420. 

Regarding claims 14-15, it is obvious to use the same tag in different time for two 
different channels since the channels can still be uniquely identified. The modified apparatus of 
Trisnadi et al. and Heismann et al. is clearly capable of doing so. 
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Regarding claim 16, Trisnadi et al. teaches in FIG. 5 demultiplexer 420. 

Regarding claim 17, Trisnadi et al. teaches in FIG. 5 to multiplexed the reflected 
spatially-separated channels with the multiplexer 420 to form a second WDM signal S2. 
6. Claims 4 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Asahi 
(U.S. Patent 6,704,508 Bl) in view of Terahara (U.S. Patent 6,134,034). 

Asahi has been discussed above in regard to claims 1-3 and 21-22. The difference 
between Asahi and the claimed invention is that Asahi taps the monitored signal before the 
multiplexer. Terahara teaches in FIG. 13 a channel monitoring apparatus where the monitor taps 
signal at the output of multiplexer 1 8. Tapping monitored WDM signal from the output of 
multiplexer is desirable for power equalization application because it takes into account the 
effect of the multiplexer. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine 
the teaching of Terahara with the optical crossconnect of Asahi because tapping at the output of 
the multiplexer takes into account the effect of the multiplexer, which is desirable for power 
equalization application. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to tap signal at the output of the multiplexer, as taught by 
Terahara, in the optical crossconnect of Asahi because tapping at the output of the multiplexer 
takes into account the effect of the multiplexer, which is desirable for power equalization 
application. 

Terahara teaches in FIG. 14 that spectrum monitor includes photosensor 90 and a 
plurality of amplitude detector for strength calculation. 
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7. Claims 5-6, 24-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Asahi 
and Terahara as applied to claims 4 and 23 above, and further in view of Tamura (U.S. Patent 
5,193,219). 

Asahi and Terahara have been discussed above in regard to claims 4 and 23. The 
difference between Asahi and Terahara and the claimed invention is that Asahi and Terahara do 
not teach the details of the amplitude detector. Tamura teaches in FIG. 1 and col. col. 3 lines 15- 
18 amplitude detector 30 that includes a rectifier 30a and integrator 30b. One of ordinary skill in 
the art would have been motivated to combine the teaching of Tamura with the modified optical 
crossconnect of Asahi and Terahara because Tamura provides the detailed implementation. Thus 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to use the power detector taught by Tamura in the modified optical crossconnect of Asahi and 
Terahara because Tamura provides the detailed implementation. It is recognized that the claimed 
difference exists not as a result of an attempt by Applicant to solve a problem but merely 
amounts to selection of expedients known to the artisan of ordinary skill as design choices. 

Regarding claim 6, Terahara teaches in FIG. 14 bandpass filter 94. 

8. Claims 1 1-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Asahi (U.S. 
Patent 6,704,508 Bl). 

Asahi has been discussed above in regard to claims 1-3. Regarding claims 1 1-15, the 
difference between Asahi and the claimed invention is that Asahi does not teach to modulate 
only a selected subset of the plurality of optical modulators. However, the apparatus of Asahi is 
capable of only modulating a selected subset of modulators. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to do so if the artisan is only interested in certain wavelength 
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channels, e.g., during troubleshooting or maintenance. Thus it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to only selectively modulate a 
subset of modulators in the optical crossconnect of Asahi during troubleshooting or maintenance. 

Regarding claim 16, Asahi teaches in FIG. 24 that the spatially-separated channels are 
demultiplexed from a WDM signal via a demultiplexer. 

Regarding claim 17, Asahi teaches in FIG. 24 multiplexer for multiplexing the spatially- 
separated channels into WDM signal. 

9. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Asahi (U.S. 
Patent 6,704,508 Bl) in view of Terahara (U.S. Patent 6,134,034). 

Asahi has been discussed above in regard to claims 11-17. The difference between Asahi 
and the claimed invention is that Asahi taps the monitored signal before the multiplexer. 
Terahara teaches in FIG. 13 a channel monitoring apparatus where the monitor taps signal at the 
output of multiplexer 18. Tapping monitored WDM signal from the output of multiplexer is 
desirable for power equalization application because it takes into account the effect of the 
multiplexer. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teaching 
of Terahara with the optical crossconnect of Asahi because tapping at the output of the 
multiplexer takes into account the effect of the multiplexer, which is desirable for power 
equalization application. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to tap signal at the output of the multiplexer, as taught by 
Terahara, in the optical crossconnect of Asahi because tapping at the output of the multiplexer 
takes into account the effect of the multiplexer, which is desirable for power equalization 
application. 
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Terahara teaches in FIG. 14 that spectrum monitor includes photosensor 90 and a 
plurality of amplitude detector for strength calculation. 

10. Claims 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Asahi and 
Terahara as applied to claim 18 above, and further in view of Tamura (U.S. Patent 5,193,219). 

Asahi and Terahara have been discussed above in regard to claim 18. The difference 
between Asahi and Terahara and the claimed invention is that Asahi and Terahara do not teach 
the details of the amplitude detector. Tamura teaches in FIG. 1 and col. col. 3 lines 15-18 
amplitude detector 30 that includes a rectifier 30a and integrator 30b. One of ordinary skill in 
the art would have been motivated to combine the teaching of Tamura with the modified optical 
crossconnect of Asahi and Terahara because Tamura provides the detailed implementation. Thus 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to use the power detector taught by Tamura in the modified optical crossconnect of Asahi and 
Terahara because Tamura provides the detailed implementation. It is recognized that the claimed 
difference exists not as a result of an attempt by Applicant to solve a problem but merely 
amounts to selection of expedients known to the artisan of ordinary skill as design choices. 

Regarding claim 20, Terahara teaches in FIG. 14 bandpass filter 94. 

11. Claims 4, 18, 23 and 32-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Trisnadi et al. and Heismann et al. as applied to claims 1-3, 7-17, 21-22 and 26-31 above, 
and further in view of Terahara (U.S. Patent 6,134,034). 

Trisnadi et al. and Heismann et al. have been discussed above in regard to claims 1-3, 7- 
1 7, 2 1 -22 and 26-3 1 . The difference between Trisnadi et al. and Heismann et al. and the claimed 
invention is that Trisnadi et al. and Heismann et al. tap the monitored signal before the 
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multiplexer. Terahara teaches in FIG. 13 a channel monitoring apparatus where the monitor taps 
signal at the output of multiplexer 18. Tapping monitored WDM signal from the output of 
multiplexer is desirable for power equalization application because it takes into account the 
effect of the multiplexer. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine 
the teaching of Terahara with the modified power equalization system of Trisnadi et al. and 
Heismann et al. because tapping at the output of the multiplexer takes into account the effect of 
the multiplexer, which is desirable for power equalization application. Thus it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to tap signal at the 
output of the multiplexer, as taught by Terahara, in the modified power equalization system of 
Trisnadi et al. and Heismann et al. because tapping at the output of the multiplexer takes into 
account the effect of the multiplexer, which is desirable for power equalization application. 

Terahara teaches in FIG. 14 that spectrum monitor includes photosensor 90 and a 
plurality of amplitude detector for strength calculation. 

12. Claims 5-6, 19-20, 24-25 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Trisnadi et al., Heismann et al. and Terahara as applied to claims 4, 18, 23 and 
32-33 above, and further in view of Tamura (U.S. Patent 5,193,219). 

Trisnadi et al., Heismann et al. and Terahara have been discussed above in regard to 
claims 4, 18, 23 and 32-33. The difference between Trisnadi et al., Heismann et al. and Terahara 
and the claimed invention is that Trisnadi et al., Heismann et al. and Terahara do not teach the 
details of the amplitude detector. Tamura teaches in FIG. 1 and col. col. 3 lines 15-18 amplitude 
detector 30 that includes a rectifier 30a and integrator 30b. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to combine the teaching of Tamura with the modified power equalization 



Application/Control Number: 10/613,284 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2613 

system of Trisnadi et al., Heismann et al. and Terahara because Tamura provides the detailed 
implementation. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to use the power detector taught by Tamura in the modified power 
equalization system of Trisnadi et al., Heismann et al. and Terahara because Tamura provides the 
detailed implementation. It is recognized that the claimed difference exists not as a result of an 
attempt by Applicant to solve a problem but merely amounts to selection of expedients known to 
the artisan of ordinary skill as design choices. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Shi K. Li whose telephone number is 571 272-3031. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (8:30 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Chan can be reached on 571 272-3022. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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